Market access
In addition to the usual reductions in the levels of tariffs there are also to be concessions on non-tariff measures. These latter concessions are the result of the adoption of the process of tariffication that applies to nearly all types of non-tariff barriers. The starting point for this process is the conversion of existing non-tariff barriers into tariff barriers to provide for an equivalent level of protection. The process of tariffication also requires that existing access opportunities be maintained; derogations from the process are possible for sensitive products and safeguard measures may be taken in very limited circumstances. For the Community, the process involved the replacement of variable import levies by import duties and a commitment to effect an average reduction of 36 per cent of these duties over the implementation Support which is production neutral the so-called 'green box' policies need not be included in this calculation, emphasising that what is being calculated is all those financial factors that influence the decision of a farmer to produce a certain product. The commitment of the members of the Agreement is to reduce the product-specific and non-product-specific support that does not qualify for exemption by 20 per cent during the implementation period.
Export subsidisation
Under the Agreement certain direct export subsidies would be subject to a commitment to reduce the budgetary outlay and quantities benefiting from such subsidies. For developed country members, such as the Community, the commitment is to reduce the budgetary outlays on export subsidies, and the quantities benefiting from such subsidies, over the implementation period covered to a level 36 per cent and 21 per cent below the levels in the 1986 1990 base period. For those export subsidies that conform to the provisions of the Agreement there will be an exemption from actions based on art. XVI of the GATT, the traditional GATT provision on subsidies, or art. 3, 5, and 6 of the Subsidies Agreement. Those export subsidies not covered by art. 9(1) are not to be applied in a manner that results, or may result, in the 'circumvention of the export subsidy commitments'. 
Budgetary support
The centrepiece of the commitments in this area is the concept of the Aggregate Measurement of Support (AMS), which is defined as: policy was seen as increasingly demanded by the citi/.ens of the Union, who at the same time in their capacity as consumers were also demanding greater food safety and products which are both 'environmentally friendly' and 'culturally significant'. On 18 March 1998 the Commission published more detailed proposals for the reform of the CAP which were intended to translate the above reforms into legal texts. 
Move from price to income support
First, there would be a continuation of the process of reducing support prices for those agricultural products which were expected to generate surpluses in the years to come, such as cereals and beef. The existing quota scheme for milk would continue until 2006 with a 10 per cent reduction in the level of support prices over this period. No proposals were made for the future of the dairy regime beyond 2006 and no reference was made to measures that would lead to the eventual elimination of the existing quota system in the sugar sector. With respect to direct income support, the Commission acknowledged that there would be an individual ceiling for such payments, allowing member states, under commonly agreed rules, to supplement these payments.
Environmental and consumer concerns
Secondly, in addition to the conversion of the CAP from a system of price support to a system of direct income payments, the new CAP 'would also have to agree a more aggressive rural policy. This was needed not only to implement a more coherent policy to tackle the social and economic problems of rural areas but also to reinforce and enhance the existing environmental aspects of these areas and the CAP This latter aspect of rural
Decen tralisa tion
Thirdly, the proposals recognised the diverse nature of the agricultural situation in the member states by promoting a new division of functions between the Community and the member states. For example, in the area of direct payments to producers, compensation would be provided in the form of national envelopes by the Community, with the member states being responsible for the allocation of this money to its agricultural producers, subject to agreed criteria.
A similar decentralised approach was also to be taken in the area of rural development, where there would be a new legal direct payments to be increased to compensate farmers for the loss of income.
Other measures included:
compulsory set aside to be retained with the basic rate to be set at 10 per cent for the two marketing years beginning in 2000 but to be reduced to zero per cent as from 2002; the system of voluntary set-aside to be maintained and improved; in the beef sector, the price reduction to be set at 20 percent, to be achieved by three equal steps (when the final step is taken, a basic price for private storage of beef to be established as well as a 'safety-net' intervention svstem and once again, as compensation for the price reductions, payments under various premia to be increased subject to various regional ceilings); as a measure to promote flexibility, various national envelopes are established allowing member states to compensate producers for regional variations in production practices and conditions.
The political agreement on reforms to the arable crops and beef sector follow the proposals advocated by the Commission with a number of important changes: notably, the price reduction in the arable crop sector is to be 20 per cent over two years rather than the one year proposed and price reduction in the beef sector is to be 20 per cent rather than the 30 per cent advocated. This pattern is repeated in the reforms agreed in the milk sector. Although the intervention price is to be reduced by 15 percent, as advocated by the Commission, the increase in quotas is set at 2.39 per cent rather than 2 per cent. The quotas for most member states are to be increased by 1.5 percent in three steps as from 2003 with provision for special quota increases for some member states as from 2000. As for the future of the regime beyond 2006, discussions will begin in 2003. Once again, to compensate farmers for the price reductions, a system of aids will be introduced which may be supplemented through agreed national envelopes.
As for measures applicable to all common organisations of the market, there was broad agreement within the Council on the proposals advanced by the Commission although, significantly, the proposal to impose ceilings on direct payments was not endorsed. In relation to rural development policy, the Council endorsed the Commission's proposals for a more coherent and sustainable rural development policy which would create a stronger agricultural and forestry sector that would be more competitive and respectful of the environment and the rural heritage. Beyond these changes the Council and the Commission were requested to pursue additional savings, except in the areas of rural development and veterinary measures, to ensure that average annual agricultural expenditure over the period 2000 2006 does not exceed 40.5 billion. It was considered by the European Council that the reform of the CAP over this period along the lines agreed by the Council, as amended by the European Council, would lead to a reduction in expenditure over the period, thus contributing to the overall objective of achieving a more equitable financial framework. One aspect of the latter objective was agreement on another major aspect of the Agenda 2000 reform package structural operations.
As part of improving the effectiveness of structural operations, thus promoting greater economic and social cohesion within the Community, the number of Objective Areas was reduced to three. Objective 1 areas, which would be allocated 74 per cent of the available funds, would promote the development and structural adjustment of those regions whose per capita GDP fell below 75 per cent of the Community average. Just short of 1 3 per cent of available structural funds would be used to support the economic and social conversion of those areas facing structural difficulties, defined as Objective 2 areas, which includes declining rural areas. Finally, Objective 3 would lend support, in the form of just over 12 per cent of the available structural funds, to the adaptation and modernisation of policies and systems of education, employment and training outside Objective 1 areas. Furthermore, the number of Community initiatives in the field of structural policy would be reduced to three, which include the INTERPvEG scheme on cross-border and inter-regional co-operation and the LEADER scheme on rural development. Additional funding for rural development would also be available under the agricultural aspect of the financial perspective.
CONCLUSION
The overall agreement on the Agenda 2000 package reached at the Berlin European Council undoubtedly represents an important milestone for the Community. The question to be asked is whether or not the reforms agreed will allow the Community to meet the problems identified in the Agenda 2000 document. With respect to the existing policy, the reforms do not go as far as advocated by the
Commission. The traditional slippage between Commission proposals and Council agreement has recurred, indeed this time the European Council added to the slippage. So problems with the existing policy are likely to re-emerge, assuming of course that the reforms agreed are adequate to allow some of the problems to disappear for a time. It is always possible that new problems may also arise, for example in the area of the decentralisation of payments under the CAP in the form of national envelopes. Equally, in relation to enlargement there are problems; notably, by agreeing on lesser price reductions than proposed and by delaying in some cases the onset of those reductions, the agreement adds to the cost of enlarging the Community to include major agricultural producers in Central Europe without further reform to the CAP The result may be that the working
